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Abstract  
In times of crisis the paradoxes that are inevitably linked to the innovation process become even more pronounced. After 
explaining some of the key innovation paradoxes we link them to the organization model that was developed by Edith Penrose. 
We learn that many of the paradoxes can be explained by the difficulty to balance entrepreneurship and management as 
organizations grow and evolve.  Next we analyze why the vitality is gone in so many of our organizations,  what should be done 
in order to restore the vitality and how new game leadership can contribute. Finally we look at how new game leadership has to 
he 
innovation paradoxes and boost the innovative power in organizations.  
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1. Introduction 
We all know that the pace of change in most industries is increasing ever more rapidly and that the complexity 
most businesses are faced with is also growing. An important consequence of this is that the current way of thinking 
ip skill was going to be 
required for new leaders more than ever before.  
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In this discussion paper I will start with describing some innovation paradoxes and reflect upon how and why our 
current organization structures and leadership styles have problems in dealing with these paradoxes. Next I will 
describe how the vitality can be restored in organizations and how a new leadership style that could help in 
overcoming at least partly those paradoxes.   
Finally I will describe some challenges and points of attention for new game leaders wanting to make the move 
towards a new innovation culture that should result in an improved innovation potential. 
2. Dealing with paradoxes 
Many studies have been published on dealing with innovation paradoxes. Life and certainly innovation is full of 
paradoxes and many people strongly dislike paradoxes. This is particularly true for managers, who love clear cut 
recipes and a structured process for every business situation they can possibly encounter. That is what of the 
managers also have been trained for and have learned in MBA programmes. Good managers need to be in control 
and go for stability. Let me briefly explain some of the key innovation paradoxes: 
 
2.1.   The paradox of flexibility 
On the one hand, organizations want structures, maps, models, guidelines, and systems. On the other hand, that's 
all too often the stuff that kills innovation, keeping it out off the door. So many companies have been investing in 
process management and Six Sigma and that is all about reducing variability. Innovation is about increasing it- and 
-adepts interpret as a problem needing to be fixed, 
rather than seeing it as a necessary condition to realize breakthroughs in the market.  And of course, processes, 
structures and systems are necessary, but they don't have to become overly dominant.  
Only if you keep alive an innovative mindset you can adapt to emerging needs and you will eventually become 
self-organizing when the soul of innovation is allowed to flourish. Interesting to notice that by "helping" the 
innovation process too much it often becomes counterproductive. 
2.2.  The paradox of failure 
Evolution is based upon trial and error and the principle of negative feedback and so is creation. 
In his book Roger Von Oech (2008) explains in an excellent way why we learn most when we fail and get a 
can not learn. It is only by running into difficulties and getting confronted with failure that we are forced to learn 
 
The challenge with this paradigm is that managers should encourage their employees to show initiative and plan 
to fail while at the same time making sure that they rock but don't sink the boat.  
Another aspect of this paradox is that innovation always implies taking risks and if you want to avoid risk you 
better do not innovate especially if today you are still doing well- but this makes that sooner or later your company 
will end up in the museum. 
2.3. The paradox of business success 
This paradox is closely related to the previous one. In order to bring a radical innovation to the market, you need 
to invest in its development, which may guarantee your long-term success but probably reduces your short-term 
success. This is particularly true for new technologies that are disruptive and where the new technology is in almost 
all cases underperforming in the first period. The new technology such as the digital camera or the LCD television 
screen- is at the start underperforming read: less powerful and more expensive- compared to the old technology 
such as the analogue camera or the TV tube-  as described in the book of Clayton Christensen (2011). 
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2.4. The paradox of knowledge 
In an innovation project, it is very important to find out what you do not yet know about your challenge. The 
more experience and knowledge managers have built up with a specific technology or market approach the stronger 
and the more confident they will feel. Having too much knowledge often locks you inside a perceptual tunnel 
(''expert syndrome'') that prevents you from gaining novel insights in your business challenge. So get ready to 
unlearn what you have learned and re-learn to gain true understanding. Unlearning is particularly difficult for 
successful organisations. 
The challenge is to find out how you will cope with the trade-off between competence enhancing ( further 
improving of what you do and hence strengthen your existing competences) and competence disruption (investing in 
new competences and forgetting about the old ones). 
2.5. The paradox of strategic alignment 
Strategic alignment means that all noses are set in the same direction and that the decisions made within different 
departments are in line with and enforcing one another. It also means that  strategies and action plans implemented 
at different hierarchical levels are fully supporting one another. In a strategy innovation project, the aim is to stretch 
the boundaries of your market offerings by finding uncontested new market space while at the same time 
considering the core competencies of your firm. These paradoxes help us to explain why innovation  where it 
-, process- or business model innovation - is such a difficult task to do. 
In my opinion we have to start appreciating and take advantage of the paradoxes in the innovation world if we 
want our organisations to be successful in the future. We should see them as a unique opportunity to differentiate 
ourselves from the herd by doing our own thinking and finding our own way to deal with them.  Even stronger I 
could say that going for innovation is choosing to go for a conflict model. More than fifty years ago, in 1959, Edith 
 
Why do some firms perform better than others? What enables a firm to grow and take advantage of its 
opportunities? Currently much discussion on these questions pivots around the ideas of competencies and 
capabilities, and the concept of the learning organization or knowledge-creating company. The Theory of the 
Growth of the Firm (2009) is a pioneering work that addresses these questions and laid the foundation for this 
approach often referred to as the "resource based view of the firm." Edith Penrose analyzes managerial activities and 
decisions, organizational routines, and knowledge creation within the company and argues that they are critical to 
the ability of a firm to grow.  
management and relate it to the development stages of an organization. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Fig.1. Entrepreneurship and management link 
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When we look at the graph we see that it all starts with the entrepreneurial idea when starting a new venture. As 
organizations want to grow management begins to play a more important role. Since resources need to be attracted 
and systems and procedures need to be installed, organizations need more managerial skills. Together with the 
further development, routines begin to play more and more important role and then it often becomes very difficult to 
remain innovative simply because of the fact that the entrepreneurial spirit was lost in the whole process that made 
the organization expand. 
In my opinion this normal and logical evolution in the development of an organization is to a large extent linked 
to the paradoxes as I described the above. The fear for the tensions and the conflicts that go along with solving these 
paradoxes makes it so difficult for companies to move from right to left in the graph and if an organization wants to 
remain innovative over time being able to move in the two directions is so important. And that is the real challenge 
that so many companies are struggling with. 
Smaller companies often lack the managerial skills needed to manage and control the risk and once they have 
 
3. Restoring the vitality in organizations 
Many organizations miss the vitality needed in order to remain successful over time. Think of the decreased 
involvement of the employees, the low degree of customer satisfaction and the lack of innovative power we see at so 
many places. This results in worse financial results and a deteriorated competitive position. 
The question remains: what can we do about it? 
 
In order to restore the vitality in our organizations we need a new organization culture based upon the following 
elements: 
3.1. Vision  
Still too often strategy is considered to be a privilege for top management. As a result people lack understanding 
and commitment. For that reason I strongly believe in the process of co-creation where not only people at different 
levels but also customer groups are invited to think along and give their input. As a consequence the strategy will 
much faster and much stronger be engrained in the DNA of the organization. 
Research done by a.o. Collins and Porras (1997) has indicated that visionary organizations have a performance 
that can be up to six times better, that the profits are significantly higher compared to other companies, that both 
employee satisfaction and customer satisfaction are increased and that, last but not least, the innovative power is 
improved. Vision can also be linked to being more pro-active and hence become less dependent on competitive 
moves.Rather than reacting to the market, let's forecast what we believe the market will do, using trend spotting and 
scenario planning, and put the power of the organization to work defining the future.  This means that organizations 
themselves have to set the pace of change and work on developing the future products and services at their pace, and 
using their strengths, rather than trying to maintain the rat race established by someone else. 
In the introduction of this paper I wrote that the pace of change is increasing but I strongly believe that at least 
one thing is not going to change drastically over time: being the customer's need for excellent services and 
experiences.  If we can "fix" those, then let's construct business models and products that evolve on our timescales, 
changing them as we think is necessary. 
And indeed it is a natural phenomenon that we see changes in our environment as threats or things we can't 
control.  Perhaps if we change the "paradigm" and assume we can decide to embrace the threats of speed and 
complexity rather than fight them, and do so by slowing down, we are able to look further into the future and create 
change at a pace acceptable to customers and to ourselves. 
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3.2. Talent 
Everyone has talent but the question is if people are invited to exploit their talent and if people are willing to use 
it. This is very much linked to the organization culture and to the issue of trust. 
For HR professionals this means that talent development goes far beyond job related competences but also that 
people are challenged to use their creativity and are allowed and even stronger- asked to think outside the box and 
question the processes they are dealing with. 
In some organizations bad leadership styles may have resulted in the so-called learned helplessness which leads 
to situations where nothing is questioned anymore and where people are unwilling and also unable to move from 
right to left on the graph. And as mentioned above this flexibility to switch back and forward is a necessary 
condition for solving the innovation paradoxes. 
3.3. Commitment 
Top-down thinking is in strong conflict with getting people committed. And without commitment there can be no 
creativity and without creativity no innovation. This is true for all types of innovation - ranging from process 
innovation over product innovation to business model innovation-. Low involvement leads to a low change potential 
at the level of the individual which leads to a lack of innovation and flexibility at the organization level. This 
challenge is in my opinion going to be more pronounced in the future since with the shift towards more value added 
service industries the dependence on the creativity of the individual can only become stronger. 
This statement might seem threatening for s -
active strategies based upon the belief in strategy co-creation together with an increased commitment of every single 
individual and supported by talent development can make our organizations a so much greater place to work. 
The key factor to make this happen is the introduction of a new leadership style. 
4. Towards a new style of leadership to restore the vitality and cope with the innovation paradoxes 
Nilofer Merchant (2012), a lady and author  
of us, creating value but then ignored when it comes to be included as leaders, or thinkers to shape the future. No 
hat we 
are used to call  leadership introduces a number of dysfunctions.  
Let us look at some of these that in my view have a direct impact on the innovation process and so often block 
innovation: 
 Leadership inevitably produces implicit (or even explicit) Parent-
of this type of parent/child exchange is the unwritten pact that if employees do whatever their bosses ask of them 
(regardless of whether it makes good business sense) the boss will take care of their next promotion/career 
 
  
  
 Leadership subtly undermines systems thinking, by breaking the social body of an organization into parts 
(leaders, followers), and focusing attention on those parts rather than on e.g. the relationships between them, and 
the whole itself. 
 
But how can we unblock and re-open the free flow of creativity and innovation for everyone, and create 
commitment, ent
 
 
Question is if the kind of leadership that has brought us where we are today will be able to solve the problem and 
to restore the balance on the graph above and hence to be able to solve the innovation paradoxes? And the answer 
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clearly is NO. And this is dangerous territory, since so many of those leaders, who still are in the hierarchical power 
position today, might put pressure on the subordinates that do not fit their leadership blueprint, and that try to 
challenge the existing system. 
But here again: Reinforcing innovation is based upon a conflict model.  I think the real challenge in times of 
crisis is to enhance the long-term viability of our companies through the articulation of a clear vision and, at the 
same time, to maintain a satisfactory level of short-term financial stability. 
The problem is that the so-called managerial leaders are primarily occupied by the day-to-day activities of the 
organization and lack an appropriate long-term vision for growth and change. Opposite to this  visionary leaders are 
primarily future-oriented, proactive and risk-taking but often are not enough interested in and hence have a clear 
tendency to neglect the day-to-day operations. 
 let apart the fact that it even 
would not improve the performance in the long run. Managerial leaders are on the right side of the graph that was 
discussed earlier on in this paper. They need order and stability and want  to control the details of the work being 
performed. For all routine kind of activities we simply need those people and employees often love them because of 
the fact that create some rest and stability in their working environment. 
 
The key strength of visionary leaders is their dive and also their ability to inspire followers. They are far more 
entrepreneurial and on the left side of the graph. They have the charisma to make people move and they have the 
passion and credibility to create a shared vision and a clear understanding of what is to be achieved. They articulate 
a compelling vision, and then empower and energize followers to move towards it. But this power often makes that 
they tend to ignore the short-term stability and this shortcoming makes visionary leadership extremely risky. For this 
reason, most organizations tend to turn to managerial leaders, a less risky and therefore more attractive  although 
not more successful  alternative. And again we have discovered a paradox in management that has a tremendous 
impact on the innovatio  
In times of crisis maybe we should take somewhat more risk but no one is willing to take the responsibility for 
this and hence you get stuck as an organization. 
 
In their article Rowe and Nejad (2009) came up with a new type of leadership: the so-  
  
Strategic leaders can combine best of both of the leaderships described above: 
 
 Strategic leaders are aware of the fact that just focusing on the short term and forgetting about building on core 
competencies in the face of changing circumstances and a turbulent environment will result into organizational 
failure. 
 Strategic leaders view human capital as an important factor in innovation and the creation of core competencies, 
and they put considerable effort in talent development. While managerial leaders focus on the exploitation of the 
existing capabilities, strategic leaders combine this focus with a search for new resources, capabilities, and core 
competencies, which will, when needed, be exploited to create wealth. This dual focus on exploitation and 
exploration, often referred to as ambidexterity, is a prerequisite for long-term organizational success. Rowe and 
Nejad believe that while managerial and visionary leaders are busy exploiting and exploring, strategic leaders 
exploit and explore in a way that maintains organizational financial stability in the short term, while building a 
foundation for long-term viability. 
 Organizations led by strategic leaders are less disrupted and more successful in learning, both at the individual 
and group levels. 
 
 
Creativity, innovation, competence development and continuous learning are all vital elements for growth, and a 
strategic leader can initiate and facilitate the development of these elements without compromising the financial 
our organizations because they can keep the organization in balance and give the impulses and define the speed to 
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move from left to right on the graph discussed above. In their organization they will need both managerial leaders 
and visionary leaders: 
 The managerial leaders will be more reactive and conservative. They will try to keep and regulate the existing 
order. They are linear in the way they think and hence predictable  
 The visionary leaders in contrast- are more pro-active and progressive. They like to think out-off the box and 
challenge people to come up with new ideas. They are influencers of ideas and welcome new ideas and 
approaches also within their team. Their thinking style is far more non-linear and they welcome complexity and 
ambiguity. 
 
Strategic leaders are able to see the broader picture but also are interested in the details of the daily operations. 
They enjoy and have the ability to combine a helicopter view with a good understanding of the problems and 
challenges the troupes on the battlefield are confronted with. This unique talent will make it possible for strategic 
leaders to lead organizations in times of crisis! This mix of styles is what I like to call new game leadership. 
Coming back to the innovation paradoxes we see that most companies, intentionally or not, erect barriers and 
inhibitors to innovation. Here are just a few: 
 
 Most people work within one business unit or function, but often the most promising ideas have to be found on 
the interfaces between business lines and combine capabilities from several functions or business units. While we 
are optimized to work within a functional area or business unit, many firms struggle to work well across business 
units or functions. 
 Since most people are paid on a specific set of goals. Rarely does the compensation include any aspect of 
innovation. So, while we ask people to be innovative, we compensate them for their "regular" or "day" jobs.  
 Innovation requires change and risk, two factors that most firms try to eliminate from day to day operations. 
Failure, change and risk taking are career killers in most organizations, so few people have the strength of will to 
attempt them.  
 The pressure  for quarterly earnings is so high especially in times of crisis- that only few organizations do a 
good job looking at trends and taking new opportunities. Even the firms that do look further ahead seldom look 
more than 18 months into the future. 
 Most businesses have brought down the overhead cost and optimized their staffing and processes to the point 
where there is no slack in the system. This is killing if you want to explore a new idea. 
 
New game leadership with the strategic leaders at the top can help to bring down these barriers and restore the 
kind of natural equilibrium that every organization deserves. By doing so, they play a key role in solving the 
innovation paradoxes.  
 
Just a few ideas on how this can be done: 
  by focusing on the importance of  the boundaries and managing the interfaces between functional areas and 
business units and by setting not only targets and incentives at the level of the individual level but also at the 
level of cross functional teams 
 by  balancing the efforts between resources and projects that have an immediate impact and those that are 
expected to have a return in the long run 
 by finding the right balance and also the right timing when to build new competences, when to leverage existing 
competences and when to destroy competences   
 by focusing on both risk taking and the reduction of risk 
 by providing an organization culture where people can find stability as well as challenges 
In this setting hopefully many more people at all levels in the organization will be more motivated to go the extra 
mile and as a consequence our competitive power will be boosted. 
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